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“ANATOLIAN LANGUAGES” AND THE 
PROBLEM OF INDO-EUROPEAN 
MIGRATION TO ASIA MINOR 


THOMAS V. GAMKRELIDZE 


Marked advances made recently in the field of “Anatolian linguistics” (Hittitology) 
make it possible to reconstruct the picture of the language composition of Asia Minor and 
to outline the relationships between the languages which were in use in the territory of 
ancient Anatolia. Although there are still many unclear points in this respect, we are 
nevertheless in a position for the time being to judge of the place of the Anatolian 
languages within the Indo-European and to define the time and the ways of migration 
of tribes speaking Indo-European languages to Asia Minor from their original home- 
land. 

Cuneiform Hittite used in Central Anatolia, along with Palaic (spoken in Northern 
Anatolia) and Luwian (which was in use in Arzawa countries, in Southern Anatolia) 
constitute the “Anatolian” group of Indo-European languages referred to also as the 
“Hittite-Luwian group.” To the same group of Indo-European languages belong also 
the language of the Hittite hieroglyphic inscriptions and Lycian defined as later dialectal 
forms of Luwian. 

To the Anatolian group refers also Lydian, being, in all probability, a continuation of 
cuneiform Hittite. It was recently suggested that Carian must be related to the same 
group of Indo-European languages. 

The unification of the above mentioned languages in a special group of Indo-Euro- 
pean dialects, opposed to the earlier known language groups (Ind.-Ir., Germ., Celtic, 
etc.), is based on the occurrence in them of a number of phono-morphologic isoglosses 
and common innovations which came about as a result of a joint development of these 
dialects during a long period of time. A comparative analysis of these structural 
peculiarities of Anatolian languages makes it possible to reconstruct in general features 
the phono-morphologic structure of common Anatolian, which served as a basis to all 
the historically attested IE languages of ancient Anatolia. 

The Anatolian languages share the following common innovations: 

a) replacement of laryngeals in certain phonetic environments by the velar spirant h; 

b) modification of the inherited complicated IE verbal system to the system with a 
binary structure of oppositions (present-future~preterit; active~medio-passive; 
mi-conjugation~hi-conjugation: mi-conjugation and hi-conjugation in Luwian is 
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evident from the medial forms of the 3rd person present singular in -ari, -aru and 
-tari, -taru); 

с) loss of the feminine gender resulting in a formation of the nominal opposition by 
two grammatical genders: genus commune and genus neutrum; 

d) replacement of a number of inherited IE lexemes by lexemes of foreign origin; 
cf., e.g., in Anatolian languages the substitute for the IE word for “four”: Hitt. me(i)u-, 
Luw. ma(u)a-. 

A special place among IE dialects is attributable to the Anatolian languages also on 
evidence of the reflexes in them of the IE palatal consonants. Judging by the reflexes 
of palatal *K in Hittite and related dialects we may reach the conclusion that the 
Anatolian languages, in which the IE opposition between palatal and velar consonants 
was neutralized in all positions except the position before u (i.e.*k, *k> Anat. *k, but 
ТЕ*Ё 4-u7 Anat. *$u: cf. Hitt. kittari, Pal. kitar “Не”; Gr. кето, Skr. Sete; but Hitt. 
Suua= "swell": Skr. $vayati; Hier. Hitt. a$(u)uas "horse": Skr. a$va-; Hier. Hitt. 
Suuanis "dog": Skr. $van-, Gr. коору, etc.), represent a language group holding an 
intermediate position between the centum-languages and the satom-languages. 

Anatolian languages are opposed to the rest of IE not as a special branch of a common 
ancestor, styled by E. Sturtevant “Proto-Indo-Hittite,” but as a special group of closely 
related dialects deriving, along with the other language groups, from Proto-Indo- 
European. 

The evidence set forth by E. Sturtevant in support of the Indo-Hittlte hypothesis 
cannot serve as a basis for opposing the Anatolian languages to the rest of Indo-Euro- 
pean. 

Within the Anatolian group of languages especially close relationship is evidenced 
by Palaic and Luwian which form a subgroup in the system of the Hittite-Luwian lan- 
guage group. Particular interest is due in this respect to the common Luwian-Palaic 
innovations setting off these languages from cuneiform Hittite: cf. the Luw.-Pal. 
pronominal form of Acc. арап as against the archaic Hitt. apün.! 

In Luwian, as well as in Palaic, as a result of the paradigmatic levelling of forms by 
analogy there are no traces of morphophonemic vowel alternations, this being a charac- 
teristic feature of cuneiform Hittite, bringing it close to other IE dialects which preserv- 
ed this archaic structural feature: cf. Luw.-Pal. at- || ad- “eat” and Hitt. et-: at-; 
Pal. ahu- “drink” and Hitt. eku-: aku-; Luw.-Pal. aš- “be” and Hitt. e$-: as-, etc. 
(apophony of the type e- : ф, cf. kuen-: kun-, Skr. banti: ghnanti; cf. also the alternating 


1 In Luwian, however, unlike Palaic, special nominal forms in -nt- suffix developed (nom. -nzi, acc. 
-nza) (this being different also from Hier. Hittite, in which the plural of nouns is formed by the suffix 
-ai a), and Gen. sg. іп -*a8 (Hitt. -a8) was replaced by special adjectival forms with the posses- 
sive suffix -ašši, which may be compared to Tokh. А -si, Tokh. B -sse used with the same function. 
It is, however, possible to view the use of adjectival forms in -ašši as a syntactic archaism in Luwian 
reflecting the stage of language development when a special genetive case was still absent in the system 
of IE declension. 
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forms in the nominal system of Hittite: aiš: iššaš, uttar: uttanas, hape3Sar: hapeSnas 
(cf. Luw. happešša), uadar: uetenas (cf. Luw. uid га -). 

However, along with the preservation of such an archaic feature in cuneiform Hittite 
it developed, in contradistinction to other Anatolian languages, a number of peculiarities 
which changed its original structural appearance. 

Out of a number of special Hittite innovations we must mention in the first place the 
consonant shift in Hittite as a result of which a three-plosive system of Indo-European 
was reduced to a two-plosive system with the pairs of obstruents differentiated by aspira- 
tion; the correlation by voice changed in Hittite to the correlation by aspiration which 
transformed the original ТЕ model of paradigmatic oppositions of the consonant 
phonemes. 

The opposition of obstruents by voice in pre-Hittite (or, in any case, in Proto- 
Anatolian) is immediately apparent from different representation in Hittite of TE *d 
and *t before the front vowels, *t resulting in such a position in z [ts] in contradistinc- 
tion to Luwian and Palaic: cf. Hitt. -zi,-nzi and Luw.-Pal. -ti, -nti from IE *-ti, *-nti; 
Hitt. zi-k “thou” (and Pal. ti), while IE *d yields s : cf. Hitt. Siuatt- “day,” 4Siuaz and 
Тлу. tiuat-, Pal. tiiat- “Sun-god.” 

Along with the Indo-European languages the archives from Boghazkóy testify to the 
existence in ancient Anatolia of other languages too, which belong neither to the Indo- 
European, nor to the Semitic group: the Hurrian language, known to us also from 
other ancient oriental sources, and the so-called Hattic (“Proto-Hittite’’) language. 

Short passages in Hattic occur in ritual texts and are followed, as a rule, by Hittite 
translations. This language was used in the cult of certain deities of the Hittite pan- 
theon, this being an indication of a high antiquity of the language in question. For 
the beginning of the second millennium B.C. Hattic was apparently no longer in common 
use, having been ousted by the IE languages of Asia Minor. 

With the discovery of Hattic it has become clear that the aboriginal population of the 
central and north-eastern regions of Asia Minor spoke a language basically different 
from Indo-European and characterized by the prevalently prefixal structure of inflection 
and derivation. 

The establishment of this fact raises the question as to the appearance of the tribes 
who introduced there Indo-European dialects. 

The presence of the Hittite-Luwians (i.e. the tribes speaking the languages of the 
Hittite-Luwian group) in Asia Minor in the very beginning of the second millennium 
B.C. is documentarily established. Hence we have to assign the appearance of Indo- 
Europeans in Asia Minor to a period not later than the end of the third millennium 
B.C. This suits admirably the latest linguistic data concerning the separation of Hittite- 
Luwian from Proto-Indo-European. 

Certain innovations shared by Hittite-Luwian and Ind.-Ir. make it possible to 
judge of the connections and contacts between these languages during a period after 
their separation from the common IE as independent linguistic units. The area for 
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such contacts could be the territory north of the Black Sea and the Caucasus, all this 
pointing to the arrival of Hittite-Luwians in Asia Minor along the Caucasian route 
(cf. moreover the absence of any connections of Hittite-Luwian languages with Greek). 
To the same direction point also special structural innovations, shared by Hittite- 
Luwian and Armenian language (partial loss of grammatical gender, loss of degrees 
of comparison of adjectives), which were caused obviously by the influence of the 
common Caucasian linguistic substratum, at different times and independently of each 
other. 

On the other hand, the Caucasian, in particular, Kartvelian languages reveal a 
morphonemic structure (apophonic alternations of vowels) very close to that of IE 
languages. According to the morphemic structure and the syntagmatic relationships of 
morphemes Kartvelian and Indo-European may be characterized as isomorphic sys- 
tems and unified in a common typological class. All this points to close contacts 
between the Caucasian (Kartvelian) and Indo-European languages which furnish fur- 
ther evidence for the thesis of the Caucasian route of Indo-European migrations to 
Asia Minor. 

This thesis fully corroborates the view advanced earlier by F. Sommer about the 
Caucasian route of migration of Indo-Europeans to Asia Minor supported by the 
arguments of cultural-historical character (Hittite views of the sun rising out of the sea; 
the privileged position of certain Hittite cities situated in the east, etc.). In favour of 
the Caucasian route of Indo-European migration testify also special links between the 
objects of material culture of Asia Minor and the Caucasus. 

In view of the above mentioned evidence it seems to be improbable that tribes speak- 
ing Hittite-Luwian languages appeared in Asia Minor at different times and by different 
ways. Thus, e.g., it is difficult to accept the thesis of an earlier arrival of the Luwians 
in Asia Minor through the Balkans, as different from the Hittites (Nesites) who must 
have entered their historical homes via Caucasus. This assumption is based on the 
view that the differentiation of Proto-Hittite-Luwian must have occurred beyond the 
borders of Anatolia long before the appearance of Indo-Europeans in Asia Minor. 
The facts of an especial phono-morphological closeness of Anatolian languages, how- 
ever, can only be accounted for on the assumption of collective migrations of tribes 
speaking common Hittite-Luwian language, with its further differentiation, already 
within the Anatolian territory, in different dialects which yielded later on historically 
attested linguistic units. 

An analysis of the monuments of material culture obtained in course of the archae- 
ological investigation of Central Anatolia (mainly specimens of pottery, architectural 
monuments and partly of the plastic art) shows no break in the development of the local 
culture during the whole of the second millennium B.C. The culture of the second 
millennium, for its part, continues in uninterrupted sequence the cultural traditions of 
the third millennium B.C. worked out by the aboriginal population of Asia Minor. 

But approximately in the same region a large quantity of pottery came to light which 
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shows a striking difference in the technique of making and painting from the mono- 
chrome type, characteristic of the Hittite culture and reflecting local traditions of great 
antiquity. The appearance of this new, polychrome type of pottery dating to the end 
of the third millennium B.C. was usually put in connection with the migration of Indo- 
Europeans who must have introduced into Asia Minor a new culture alien to local 
traditions. 

However this painted, the so-called “Cappadocian” pottery whose sphere of distribu- 
tion is confined mainly to the south-eastern regions of the Anatolian plateau existed 
parallel to the monochrome Hittite pottery which developed directly from the type 
characteristic of the ancient local culture. Consequently, the Cappadocian ware does 
not eliminate the picture of an uniterrupted line of development of the Hittite culture, 
since we have to do in this case with a parallel development of two different styles, but 
not with a replacement of one style by another, the more so as the points of discovery 
of Cappadocian pottery lie beyond the sphere of distribution of the Hittite culture. 

The picture of an uniterrupted development of the Hittite culture sharply contrasts 
with the picture of heterogeneous language composition of Asia Minor; on archaeologi- 
cal evidence alone it would be impossible to establish beyond doubt the fact of the 
arrival in Anatolia of a new ethnic element who introduced there Indo-European 
languages. We must therefore assume that the penetration of Indo-Europeans into 
Asia Minor did not have the character of a sudden invasion which swept away on its 
way age-old local cultural and economic traditions; it must have come about apparently 
as a long process of infiltration of the new ethnic element into the mass of the aboriginal 
population of the country. The intermingling and amalgamation of IE tribes with the 
local Hattic population, by far superior to the newcomers in the level of cultural devel- 
opment, led to the formation of the Hittite people who created in the second millen- 
nium B.C. the mighty Hittite empire. 

Full assimilation of Indo-European immigrants with the local Hattic population 
must have been completed about the beginning of the second millennium B.C. This 
assumption would well account for the fact that in the cuneiform documents of the 
Boghazkóy archives the main mass of population of the Hittite Kingdom appears 
already as a formed nationality called “people of the land of Hatti.” Hence it seems 
unjustified to single out in the Hittite society a special “ruling group” of Indo-Europeans, 
opposing them to the rest of the population of the Hittite Kingdom. In the cuneiform 
texts from the Boghazkóy archives so far known to us there are not the slightest indi- 
cations of the existence among the Hittites of any racial grouping, let alone of a special 
“ruling aristocracy,” ethnically different from the rest of the Hittite society. The same 
is evidenced by the available onomastic material. This is especially clear from the 
typically Hattic names of the ancient Hittite kings—of the founder of the Hittite dynasty 
Labarnas, his successors Hattusilis, Mursilis, Telpinus, etc. АП this points to the fact 
that already towards the beginning of the second millennium B.C. ethnic differences 
were no longer felt in the Hittite people. 
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In the light of the above mentioned data it becomes quite natural that in the cunei- 
form texts, most ancient of which date back to the first half of the second millennium 
B.C., there are no direct indications of the migrations of Indo-Europeans to Asia 
Minor, their clashes with the local population and the subjugation of the country. 
One of the most ancient Hittite texts describes the campaigns of Anittas, son of Pithanas, 
the king of Kussar (all bearing typical for Asia Minor non-Indo-European names) 
against cities of Nessas, Hatussas, etc. This is to be considered, however, not as a 
conflict between two different ethnic groupings (Indo-European and Hattic) but as a 
struggle of diverse political units for a hegemony in Asia Minor. 

The penetration of Indo-European tribes into ancient Anatolia caused considerable 
changes in the picture of language composition of Asia Minor; it brought about the 
spreading of Indo-European languages in Anatolia and a gradual ousting of non-Indo- 
European languages of the aboriginal population. 

The process of Indo-European penetration into Asia Minor is paralleled by an an- 
alogous process in ancient Mesopotamia. Sumerian, the language of the ancient 
population of the country, was almost completely ousted towards the beginning of the 
second millennium B.C. by Akkadian, the language of the Semitic immigrants. But 
as a dead language it was kept in use, like Hattic, in the cult as a holy language of 
the Babylonian religion. 

The settlement of Semitic tribes in ancient Mesopotamia, however, came about, 
according to the latest theories, not through its invasion by the Semites and the sub- 
jugation of the Sumerians, but in process of filtering in of the new ethnic element into 
the mass of the ancient population of Mesopotamia. 
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